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DETAILED ACTION 

a. This action is taken to response to Request for Continued Examination filed on 
3/31/2009. 

b. Claims 1,7-11, and 17-26 are pending in this Office Action. Claims 1 and 1 1 are 
independent claims. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 
A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on March 31, 2009 has been entered. 



Response to Amendments 

In view of the amendment to claims 1 and 1 1 , the Examiner withdraws the claim 
objection stated in the previous office action. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the 
various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were 
made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 
37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not 
commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1, 7, 11, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ortega et al. (US Patent 6,401,084, hereinafter Ortega) in view of Gravano et al. (US Patent 
7,146,358, hereinafter Gravano). 

As to Claim 1 , Ortega discloses a method for generating a list of candidate 
alternative spellings (col. 2, line 63 to col. 3, line 3, similar in spelling to the non-matching term 
to be deemed a candidate correctly-spelled replacement term for the non-matching term), 

comprising: 

finding, among a plurality of pages, a first page that contains, in a body of the first 
page, a first spelling that is also contained in a query that was entered by a user, wherein 
said link links to a second page [see below]; 
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comparing the first spelling with the spelling of terms (col. 5, lines 1-6, comparing the 
spellings of such related terms to the spelling(s) of the non-matching term), within said second 
page [taught by Gravano, see below] , in order to identify spelling that are (col. 3, lines 38-41, 
identify search terms that are related to the correctly spelled search term(s) of the query, and 
evaluating whether any of these related terms has a similar spelling to the misspelled search 
term(s))similar to, but not exactly the same as, said first spelling (abstract, col. 3, lines 38-41, 
A spelling comparison function is then used to determine whether any of these related terms is 
sufficiently similar in spelling to the non-matching term to be deemed a candidate correctly- 
spelled replacement); 

adding, to a list of candidate alternative spellings of said first spelling, all spellings 
within said second page (col. 5, lines 1-2, a search term correlation table) that are spelled 
similar to , but not exactly the same as said first spelling (col. 2, lines 21-30, col. 5, lines 36- 
43, col. 9, lines 11-12, prompted to select the replacement term(s) from a list of candidate 
replacement terms); 

generating a filtered list (col. 2, lines 8-11, a "related terms" list, wherein the related 
terms list is composed of the terms that have appeared in combination with the keyword with the 
highest degree of frequency , col. 3, lines 38-41, col. 6, lines 47-50, col. 9, lines 17-23, col. 9, line 
64 to col. 10, line 5, filter out the non-field-corresponding terms and related terms fail to satisfy 
the similarity test) at least in part by filtering said list of candidate alternative spellings 
based on a comparison of (a) a first frequency of occurrences of said first spelling in said 
plurality of pages (col. 8, lines 41-42, the number of items found is zero [first frequency]) to (b) 
a second frequency of occurrences in said plurality of pages, of a second spelling from said 
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list of candidate alternative spellings (Fig. 3, Fig. 6, 110, col. 11, lines 32-33, 
ITEMS_FOUND>0 [second frequency] ) 

storing said filtered list of candidate alternative spellings on a computer-readable 
storage medium (Fig. 3, col. 8, lines 11-13, stored in RAM); 

wherein the steps of comparing, adding, and generating are performed by one or 
more computing devices (Fig. 1). 

Ortega discloses finding, among a plurality of pages (col. 3, lines 50-53, col. 4, lines 
43-46, locating items), a first spelling that is also contained in a query that was entered by a 
user (abstract, Fig. 4, 70, 72, a multiple-term search query that includes a non-matching term 
[first spelling]) but does not explicitly disclose a first page that contains, in a body of the first 
page, a link that indicates a first spelling that is also contained in a query that was entered 
by a user, wherein said link links to a second page and searching within said second page. 

Gravano discloses finding, among a plurality of pages (Fig. 4), a first page (Fig. 4, 
410) that contains, in a body of the first page (Fig. 4, 412, 414), a link that indicates a first 
spelling that is also contained in a query that was entered by a user (Fig. 5, col. 2, lines 3-5, 
search documents to locate one or more documents that contains anchor text that matches query 
term), wherein said link links to a second page (Fig. 5, 530, 540, col. 2, lines 6-8); searching, 
within said second page, for any spellings that satisfy particular criteria (abstract, Fig. 5, 
540, 560, col. 2, lines 1 1-14, using the identified documents [said second file] to identify one of 
the possible translations as a likely translation of the search query, col. 6, lines 15-21, several 
possible translations for anchor text to be searched/matched). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
was made to modify Ortega’s disclosure to use second document to disambiguate among the 
possible translations of the terms of the search query and identify one of the possible translations 
of search query (Gravano, col. 1, lines 55-65). The skilled artisan would have been motivated to 
improve the invention of Ortega per the above to provide an effective suggestion tool. 

As to Claim 7, Ortega discloses the method of claim 1 , wherein said first spelling 
comprises multiple words and wherein said second spelling comprises multiple words (Fig. 3, 
col. 4, lines 63-64, a multiple -term search query that includes both matching and non-matching 
terms, col. 5, lines 7-18, “Java APPI”, "Java API”). 

As to claim 11, is directed to a computer readable storage medium carrying instructions 
for performing the methods of claim 1 and rejected along the same rationale. 

As to claim 17, is directed to a computer readable medium carrying instructions for 
performing the method of claim 7 and is rejected along the same rationale. 

Claims 8 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ortega 
and Gravano as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Bookface-ga (“Search Term 
Suggestion Tool available”, http ://answers.google.com/answers/threadview?id ::: T 8072 . May 25, 
2002). 
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As to Claim 8, Ortega discloses the method of claim 1 , but does not explicitly disclose in 
response to determining that said first frequency is greater than said second frequency, removing 
said second spelling from said list of candidate alternative spellings. 

Bookface-ga discloses in response to determining that said first frequency is greater than 
said second frequency, removing said second spelling from said list of candidate alternative 
spellings (page 1 , to see first if there are not many results from the indexed list of words for each 
term in the query [interpreted as a first frequency of occurrences], and then secondly if there are 
a LOT of results for a word [interpreted as a second frequency of occurrences], automatically 
forward to the suggested spelling link, i.e. only add second spelling with frequency higher than 
first spelling to said list). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the present 
invention to modify the method of Ortega and Gravano by suggesting query term based on 
search results as taught by Bookface-ga in order to provide a better search results. 

As to claim 18 , is directed to a computer readable medium carrying instructions for 
performing the method of claim 8 and is rejected along the same rationale. 



Claims 9-10 and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ortega and Gravano as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Chang et al. (US Patent 
7,127,450, hereinafter Chang). 
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As to Claims 9-10, Ortega and Gravano disclose the elements of claim 1 as noted above 
but does not explicitly disclose filtering said list of candidate alternative spellings of said first 
spelling based on a whether said first spelling is a plural form of said second spelling or vice 
versa. 

Chang discloses removing plural form from query term by normalization (Fig. 2, 44). For 
example, the word "computers" would have the normalized form "computer" with the plural 
suffix removed (col. 2, lines 48-59). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the information retrieval processing 
art at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of the cited references because a 
normalize term can be used to provide effective searching, such as to identify alternative word 
spelling related to the term in a directory (Fig. 9, Chang). The ordinary skilled artisan would 
have been motivated to remove the plural form of a spelling from the list to avoid the 
redundancy by only including distinct term in the list. 

As to claims 19-20, are directed to a computer readable medium carrying instructions for 
performing the methods of claims 9-10 respectively and are rejected along the same rationale. 

As to Claims 21, Ortega discloses the method of Claim 1, further comprising: 

receiving, at a search engine, from said user, query terms that contain said first spelling 
(col. 5, liens 7-18, “APPI”, see also Gravano, Fig. 6, 610). 



As to Claims 22, Ortega discloses the method of Claim 1, further comprising: 
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presenting, to said user, one or more spellings from said list (col. 5, lines 36-43, see also 
Gravano, Fig. 6, col. 5, lines 61-62). 

As to Claims 23, Ortega discloses the method of Claim 1, further comprising: 
conducting a search of said plurality of files based on a query in which said first spelling 
has been replaced by a spelling from said list but wherein query terms other than said first 
spelling remain as entered by said user (Fig. 4, 88, 94, col. 2, lines 21-34, col. 5, lines 36-43); 
and 

presenting, to said user, one or more results of said search (Fig. 4, 94, col. 5, lines 31-34, 
the result is presented to the user, see also Gravano, Figs. 3, 6, col. 5, lines 18-34, receive a 
search query from a user and respond by returning relevant information or a list of relevant 
information to the user) 

As to claims 24-26, are directed to a computer readable medium carrying instructions for 
performing the methods of claims 21-23 respectively and are rejected along the same rationale. 



Response to Remarks 

Applicant’s amendments and remarks have been fully and carefully considered. In 
response, a new ground of claim analysis based on previously relied on reference has been 
considered, but they are not deemed to be persuasive. 
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Applicant argues that Ortega corrects spellings in a completely different way. 

Specifically, Ortega compares non-matching terms (terms that are not found in a correlation 
table) with terms that are related to matching terms (terms that are found in a correlation table). 
The Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

Ortega discloses a method for predicting the correct spelling of search terms within 
multiple-term search queries, a table is accessed to look up a set of terms that are "related" to the 
matching term or terms. A spelling comparison function is then used to determine whether any of 
these related terms is sufficiently similar in spelling to the non-matching term to be deemed a 
candidate correctly-spelled replacement (abstract). Ortega clearly teaches comparing a first 
spelling (misspelled term) with a second page (table) to identify the terms that are similar in 
spelling. 

Applicant further argues that Ortega fails to teach or suggest that the spelling indicated by 
a link in a first page is compared with the spellings of terms in a second page to which the link 
li nk s. As noted above, the Examiner relies on Gravano to teach the cited limitations which have 
been addressed in detailed in the claim analysis section. 

For at least the reasons above, all pending claims stand rejected. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shew-Fen Lin whose telephone number is 571-272-2672. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM - 5:00PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner’s 
supervisor, Hosain Alam can be reached on 571-272-3978. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Shew-Fen Lin /S. L ./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2166 
May 31, 2009 

/Hosain T Alam/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2166 




